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Fig. 1. Diagram of distribution of precipitation to initial
abstraction (I,), surface runoff flow (Q) and actual retention (F)
(from Viessman and Lewis, 1995).
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Fig. 2. lllustration of curve number (from NRCS, 1986).

s A% FEFe] AAS BAE =T (NRCS,
1986). <2 S0, CNo] 1000]d Z==2] Azo] A&
SHS rletH, ol Eo] o =4E HolAY 4
Al (water body)dS 2Ju]sic},

9] 4j9) st ule o CNORRE ARk, 1 4
He 4 (6ph Lk
_ 1000 _ 1000 . . .
CN= 10+5 r S= N 10 (imperial units)

Table 1. Hydrologic soil groups (from NRCS, 1986)
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Z %71 (Antecedent Runoff Condition; ARC) -2 A3}
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Table 2. Hydrologic soil groups for disturbed soil profiles (from
NRCS, 1986)

HSG Soil textures

Group A Sand, loamy sand, or sandy loam

Group B Silt loam or loam

Group C Sandy clay loam

Group D Clay loam, silty clay loam, sandy clay, silty clay, or clay

HSG Soil character and component

Water transmission

rate (cm/s)
* Low runoff potential reater than
Group A < High infiltration rate when thoroughly wetted and water transmission rate g 2 12e-4
* Deep, well to excessively drained sand or gravel '
Group B * Moderate 1nﬁ1trat10n. rate When t.horoughly wetted and water transmission rate 10664 ~ 2. 1264
* Moderately well drained soils with moderately coarse textures
* Low infiltration rate when thoroughly wetted and water transmission rate
. . . .53e-5 ~ 1.06e-4
Group C Soils with a layer that impedes downward movement and moderate fine to fine texture 3.53e5 ~ 1.06e
* High runoff potential
Group D  Very low infiltration rate when thoroughly wetted and water transmission rate 0~353e5

* Clay soils with a high swelling potnetial, soils with a permanent high water table,

soils with

a claypan or clay layer at or near the surface, shallow soils over nearly impervious material

Table 3. Classification of AMC (from NRCS, 1986)

5-day antecedent precipitation, Ps (mm)

AMC Soil state
Growing season Dormant season
I * Dry but not to wilting point N P5<35.56 Ps< 12.70
* Lower limit of moisture or upper limit of S
11 * Average moisture 36.56 <P5;<53.34 12.70 < P5<27.94
m » Wet, nearly saturated 5334 <Py 27.94 <P,

* Upper limit of moisture or low limit of S
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Table 4. Surface runoff curve numbers under AMC II or average ARC and I,= 0.2S conditions for agricultural lands (from NRCS, 1986)

Cover description Curve numbers for hydrologic soil group
Cover type Treatment Hydrologic condition A B C D
Bare soil - 77 86 91 94
Fallow . Poor 76 85 90 93
Crop residue cover (CR)
Good 74 83 88 90
. Poor 72 81 88 91
Straight row (SR)
Good 67 78 85 89
Poor 71 80 87 90
SR + CR
Good 64 75 82 85
Poor 70 79 84 88
Contoured (C)
Good 65 75 82 86
Row crops
Poor 69 78 83 87
C+CR
Good 64 74 81 85
Poor 66 74 80 82
Contoured & terraced (C&T)
Good 62 71 78 81
Poor 65 73 79 81
C&T+CR
Good 61 70 77 80
Poor 65 76 84 88
SR
Good 63 75 83 87
Poor 64 75 83 86
SR + CR
Good 60 72 80 84
c Poor 63 74 82 85
. Good 61 73 81 84
Small grain
Poor 62 73 81 84
C+CR
Good 60 72 80 83
Poor 61 72 79 82
C&T
Good 59 70 78 81
Poor 60 71 78 81
C&T+CR
Good 58 69 77 80
Poor 68 79 86 89
Pasture, grassland, range (continuous forage) Fair 49 69 79 84
Good 39 61 74 80
Meadow (continuous grass protected from grazing) - 30 58 71 78
Poor 48 67 77 83
Brush (mixture with weed, grass) Fair 35 56 70 77
Good 30 48 65 73
Poor 45 66 77 &3
Woods* Fair 36 60 73 79
Good 25 55 70 77
Farmsteads (buildings, lanes, driveways) - 59 74 82 86
Dirt - 72 82 87 89
Roads
Hard surface - 74 84 90 92

*Poor : forest litter, small trees and brush are destroyed by heavy grazing or regular burning.
Fair : Woods are grazed but not burned and some forest litter covers the soil.
Good : Woods are protected from grazing and litter and brush adequately cover the soil.
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